Letter to the Editor1  by Carleton, Alice
LETTER TO THE EDITOR'
I have read with interest the article in the October number of the Journal on
"Mitoses occurring in the Acanthoses produced by Hormones" by E. Uehlinger,
W. Jadassohn and H. E. Fierz. The authors write "Dustin and his collaborators
have discovered a method which succeeds in demonstrating mitotic nuclear
division in tissues in which mitotic figures are not otherwise found." This
refers to the injection of Coichicin in doses graded according to the body weight
of the animal, followed by removal of the tissues for inspection in nine to ten
hours, at which time the effect begins to wear off. By this method, the authors
continue, "one finds many more mitoses than are discoverable without the aid of
Coichicin."
May I be permitted to sound a note of warning to future experimental workers
on the use of this drug? Just before the War, I was investigating the possible
existence of focal points of growth in the skin and hair follicles of young rats,
and for this purpose, employed the Coichicin technique according to the method
suggested by Dustin. Briefly summarised, the results were as follows. Of
eleven rats treated and examined, three, six weeks old, showed no significant
change in the percentage of mitotic figures (average 1.1 per cent); three, 1 day
old, died within a few hours.
The dose was then slightly diminished. Three, 1 day old, showed no signifi-
cant change (average 1.8 per cent); one rat, 12 days old, also showed little change
(average 1.5 per cent); one rat, of the same litter, treated in the same manner
and at the same time as the last, showed a mitotic increase averaging 15 per cent
with extremes of 2.7 and 22.4. (Details are given in the Journal of Anatomy,
LXXIII, Pt. III, 1939, 416.)
It follows that Coichicin can cause effects so various that there may be no
change at all or death within a few hours in animals of the same litter, and further,
in the same tissue in one animal, it can cause a mitotic increase of 2 per cent in
one area and 22 per cent in another. Until a more extensive knowledge has been
acquired of the range of variations produced by this drug, I would suggest that
its experimental employment is more likely to vitiate than to assist observation.
I hasten to add, lest anyone should read this letter and not the article by
Uehlinger and his colleagues, that no criticism whatever of the article is implied.
The Coichicine was administered by these observers percutaneously and not by
injection, and it does not appear that it had any effect. But the technique is
being used extensively in endocrinological experimental work, and if its uneven
effects are not appreciated, gross errors may be made.
The Radcliffe Infirmary I am, Sir,
Oxford, England, Yours truly,
ALICE CARLETON
1 When correspondence of this nature is published, it is customary for the authors of
the original paper concerned to have the opportunity to answer such letters before they
are published. Due to war conditions, it has been impossible to do so in this instance.
However, the editors feel that the contents of the letter warrant immediate publication.
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